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Under the provisions of P.L. 94-142 disabled students are to be educated in
regular classrooms as much as is feasible and/or practical (Goodman, 1976).
The movement to include physically and/or mentally disabled students in regu-
lar classrooms is referred to as mainstreaming or integration.

One factor related to effective mainstreaminr is teacher attitude and competence
in working with exceptional children. Elam (1974) stated that the lack of
qualified specialists and teachers will be the greatest barrier in the integrat-
ing effort. -Research by Keogh & Levitt (1976) indicated that regular teachers
were willing to work with disabled students but felt they lacked the knowlec,e
to plan and implement programs for these students and to help these children

in the critical! area of social interaction with peers.

The sociometric status of disabled students in regular classrooms has been
studied by Johnson and Kirk (1950), Rucker, Howe, and Snider (1969), Goodman,
Gottlieb, and Harrison (1972), and Iano, Ayers, Heller, McGettigan, and Walker
(1974). Their findings generally indicated that mentally disabted students
were accepted less and rejected more than nondisabled students in the classes.

An intervention was found to be a successful method in improving the acceptance
of low social status students in special education classes (Chennault, 1967,
and Rucker and Vincenzo, 1970). The students did not maintain the gain in
social status one month after the intervention.

A modei for creating a classroom climate which promotes growth for both men-
tally disabled and nondisabled students was developed and tested by Beery (1974).
“Gains in skills, interpersonal relations, and enjoyment were reported for adults
and students. Beery suggested the use of any or all of the following: 1large
group, -small group, on?-to-one and independent learning activities, peer teaching,
learning centers, aides, team teaching and inclusion of resource personnel in
the classroom. This kind of organization provides for instructional and social
: a? well as temporal integration of mentally disabled students in-the reguiar
classroom.

Vacca and Vacca (1976) pointed out the effectiveness of learning centers in meet-

- ing the varying needs of individual students within a classroom. Learning centers
provide opportunities for studerts to develop skills in working with others, to
learn from other students, to practice making decisions and to practice follow-
ing directions. ° .

Learning centers can be structured around individual and/or group activities.
Peer tutoring, which is 1jkely to occur in group activities or a cooperative goal
Structure, develops a bond of friendship between the learner and the tutor and
helps integrate slow learners into the group (Johnson and Johnson, 1975). A
- cooperative goal structure may facilitate both cognitive and affective educational
outcomes. . .

Three organizational plans for implementing group learning centers in main-
streamed classes were developed as part of an Iowa Department of Public Instruc-
“tion and Iowa State University project. The purpose of this study was to compare

the relative effectiveness of the three plans. Specific objectives were:

1. to compare cognitive achievement of students in the three plans;

2. to §%udy differences in student attitudes among the three plans;

3. to obtain teachers' reactions toward the use of group learning centers in;
mainstreamed classes. - S
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dents circled thesr response.

~ Procedures

“ A teaching module on ~omsumer information was developed for ea— 1ilan usin.

identical objectt.~«+ d supportinggeneralizaticns. A1l plans wxluded <o
class activity - - trpduce a unit and to summarize and/or fo-— general:z- omc
at the conclusio ¢ \ awit.

Each learning tenter #r Plan 1 provided activities for e romp™isring a =% =rent
objective of ammtt. /. the activities were completed ti" groups rota=ec _- 3ach

group kad an apmwturrity to complete the activities in e&wta lsarrmnu cente

The activities f» each learning centér in Plan 2 were diw=—tez tmmard : o~ erent

generalization #msociated with the same objective. The moups dic now ro~ 23
as the activities were completed the groups reported to =*me= rest o= the .. s

what tsey had hes-"wd ir “their Tearning centers. In thi: «ay all szuwerts -ad
an oppa~tcunity -v -aicluge all generalizations even thous they har not wo -ed
on them directi Tis orocess was repeated for each obpme=—ive ir " ani

" Plan 3 combined ne srogaeization of Plan 1 and Plan 2. £ studemt, worked m

selectesi primar hject-wes and rotated among learning cesters as *- Plan __ For

~

the remining cw ‘“iwes the students followed the organizee=ion ¢ lan ?

A variety of att¥vities and materials were provided in eacr Tearning ceni -, i.e.
tapes, visuals, readiag materials, case studies, hands-on w—ects, 2:tiv-ty sheets.
Adaptations were mmde {mn the activities and materials to me-. the e.uce™m:=il
needs of studex? > wwith varying abilities.

An integral part of tm three iearning center plans was the= group'sng of - .dents.
The following criteris were established to guide the teactem div 8Ywx 2 =a n-
streamed class %o learning center groups: three to five studemtts m a o~oup,
heterngeneous aw—+ey{c" ability, and social compatability.

The populatior he study consisted of eighth and nintk 3jrade * ome economics
classes in Iom +rich mildly disabled students were mifrstreameed. Of the

60 schools ide % 13 schools including 19 classes met the ‘< ‘lowing criteris
. for inclusion -, wmple: mildly disabled students mimstreamsed durirg

second semeste ¥, a minimum of 12 students per class; and & *ouds or
clothing unit ¢ » twuaht during April, 1977. The 19 clas_2s ° the sample
were randomly & «w¢med ‘o0 the three plans. Complete datz ¢ -e obtained from 16

classes taught - .4 temchers. A total of 253 students ° ‘uding 25 mentally

disabled and physically disabled were ircluded in t» “inal sample.

Two instrumen are developed to evaluatr the use of grvu “earming centeis
in mainstrear-d : asses and to compare tl.e relative effee: .amass of the three
plans. A 1% 2» objective achievement test was adminiszeer as a pretest prior

. to students = +"-ng in the learning centers and as a postte -~ at the completion

of the module. stimated reliability of the achievement te: 'using the Kuder-
Richardson fwwm-:a 20 was .68. The relatively short length-—* the test and the
narvow spreas d* scores partially 2xplain this lower than de—irable reliability.
Most of the tssmason the test were within acceptable leveis 4wr difficulty and
discriminatimm. Oistractors were functioning effectively for 6 of the 19 items.

. Twenty-three itmpg assessing the students' reactions to the materials, the

activities, growr work, and content area were developed. Additional. items

specific to each plan were devised. The final instrument for Plan 1 contained
25 items; for Pl 2, 25 items; ard for Plan 3, 27 items. The response format
was & 5-point Lilmrt-type scale. Teachers read each item aloud and then stu-
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" Teachers' attitudes toward the learning cer*#:r strategy and group work were
obtained through small group discussions a:  workshop conducted at the com-
pletion of the module. .

Tire items on the student attitudinal instrumment were grouped into clusters

using cluster analysis procedures. Means amr standard deviations were computed
for each cluster. The reliability of eact ¢ uster was computed using the
Spearman-Brown procedure. Clusters and thei~ corresponding reliahilities are:
Cluster 1, difficulty level of materials ar :ctivities, r = .80; Cluster 2,

k nds of materials and activities, r = .88; L uster 3, working in grouns, r = .77,
C uster 4, ontent = .70.

T. —est ‘e~ differences in achievement and udent attitudes between e plans,

tw: way « vsis of variance procedures we- utilized. Plan ar- cla:. were
usead 3¢ th sources of variance. '

Findfmge anc Discussion

The s SCOTE ON the pretest was 11.25 for nondisabled studer 'd 8.32 for
drsabei-ed students. Posttest mean scores were 13.15 and 9.46 ~. .. -ively.
Diffesramces between pretest scores and posttest scores were v _ulc "ed for all
stulmmts. The average difference or gain score was 1.90 for-:. p: ticipating
studmsts. A palred t-test was used to determine whether or rm th: . verage
difrsrence score was statistically significant. The resultir t-wa'ue of 13.98
was significant at the .01 level. Although the gain in achie+ement 32s not as
grast for mentally disabled students, it was consistent with -neir '=arning rate.

The average difference score was 2.09 for Plan 1, 1.81 for P - 2, .nd 1.57 for
Plam 3. Mmalysis of variance procedures were used to test wh#mer statistically
significant differences in cognitive achtewement occurred betmsen “t»= plans.

The resulting F-ratio of .14 indicated no significant differsseres 1r level of
cognitive achievement were found between the participating c=sses (F = 1,81).

An F of 1.96 was needed fo, significance at the .05 level. T=se results suggest
+hat students in Plan 2, wi0 did not work or all generalizat=ons directly, were
able to conclude the generalizations from tme group reports. ,

F-ratios resulting from a two-way analysis of variance using plan and class as
spurces of variance in student attitudes are presented in Table 1. The F-ratios

- the left column of the table are the overall F-ratios from the two-way analysis
of variance, those in the middle column are the results of plan as a source of
rAariance, and these in the right column are the results of class as a source of
mriance. The cluzters are those discussed earlier: difficulty level of activities
amd materials, kinds of materials and acitivites, working in groups, and content.
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Table .. F-ratios for ~lan and ¢ ass as related to student activities
Cluster F-ratios

Overall Plan Class

1-difficulrr 7evel of mater-als and 4.28** 21.66** 1.39
activitie= . _

2-kinds of mterials and ac: “vities 2,10+  4.16* 1.76
" 3-working - @roups 1.09 2.81 0.81

4-content 2.20* - 3.25%*  2.03%

*Signtficant at < P 0.05.
**Signiffcant at < P 0.3J1.

" To determine if there were differences between plans, the F-ratios for plans
were inspectad. To further interpret the significant F-ratios the cluster means
presented in Tabie 2 were examined. No attempt was made to interpret the signifi-
cant F-ratfos for class as a source of variance. The primary reason for looking
at class was to make sure that significant overall F-ratios were really plan
differences and not class differences.

Tab1e.2. Means? for cluszer measuring student attitudes toward group 1earn1ng centers -

Cluster ' Plan1  Plan 2 Plan 3
1-difficulty level of materials and 12.70 15.€2 11.61
activities |
2-kinds of materials and activities - 15.15 17.63  14.54
3-working in groups _ 15.28 14.49 14.75
4-content | 16.76 16.59 15.34

Means could range from 4 to 20 for clusters 1, 3, and 4 and from 5 to 25
for Cluster 2. .,




7

Plan was a sigmtficant source of variance for Clusters 1, 2, and 4. Stucents

~using Plan 2 empressed significantly more favorable att1tudes toward learr "7g

center materials and activities (C]usters 1 and 2) than students in Pians and
3. Because each learning center in Plan 2 pertained to only -part of am onr=c-
tive, the students in Plan 2 completed fewer activities and worked witr feomesr
mstructional materfals than did the students using Plan 1 and Plan 3. Stassnts
in Plan ° completed all activities related to each objective and studer:s :r Plan
3 did so for two of the four objectives. The students using Plans 1 ame 2 may
have been overwhelmed with the quantity of materials and the number of ar=-vities
in each learning center. As some of the concepts and activities were zweriapping
the students may have viewed some of them as repetitious, wh1ch could nave con-
tributed to the less positive attitudes.

Inspection or Table 1 indicates no significant differences were found in attitudes
toward working in groups as measured in Cluster 3, Because mean cluster scores
fz- the three groups ranged from 14.49 to 15.28, it can be concluded thet students
responded favorably.toward group work regardless of the plan they used.

Although mean scores for Cluster 4, attitude toward content, were favarable or
very favorable, plan was a significant source of variance as shown in Table 1. The
mman cluster score for students using Plan 3 was lower than the mean cluster scores
for students in Plan 1 and Plan 2.

There appeared to be a general trend for students using Plan 3 to report less
favorable attitudes than students using Plan 1 and Plan 2. For two o7 the objec-
tives in Plam 3 the students completed all of the activities associated with each
as in Plan 1 The other two objectives were handled as in Plan 2. Students
completed activities associated with a single generalization within an objective
and then reported what they had learned to the rest of the class. The change in
structure of the learning center may have been confusing to the s*udents. creating
generally less positive attitudes.

Teacher attitwdes were favorable toward the usz of group learning centers as a
teaching/1earning strategy for use in mainstreamed classes. Teachers agreed that
group le7"ing centers facilitated instruction for mildly disabled stucents and
=wondisat' .. students working together within a common classroom.

Comments by teachers incdicated that socialization among students increased through
small group work. Good pa~ticipation by all students was observed by teachers.

A}] s;udents including those with disabilities partic1pated 1n group reports in
Pien

The teachers' responses irdicated that they believed the use of group learning
centers frend- them to -help students who needed help and encouraced peer tutoring
among students working in ‘the centers. Teachers agreed that the strategy was an
effective way to provide hands-on activities in a nonlaboratory instructional .

area. Participating teachers indicated that they would use group 1earn1ng cen-

ters again, espec:ally if materials were availab]e

Implications

In conclusion, group learning centers were an effective teaching/learning strategy
in mainstreamed classrooms. Cognitive growth occurred for both nondisabled and
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mildly disabled students in all three plans. No significant differences-in
. cognftive achievement were found between the planc.

Student attitudes toward the learning center strategy were generally positive.
in all plans. However, thuose who were assigned to Plan 2 expressed significantly
more positive attitudes toward learning center activities and materials than
those in Plans 1 and 3. The:less favorable attitudes of the students in Plan 3
suggest that this plan needs further study. In all three plans the students
responded favorably toward participating as a member of a group.

Participating teachers displayed positive attitudes toward the use of group

: . learning centers. Specifically teachers expressed very favorable attitudes

» toward the socialfzation which occurred as students worked together as a group
to accomplish a common goal. .

Many times disabled students are physically integrate¢ into mainstreamed classes
but are socfally isolated. Keogh and Levitt (1976) stressed that physical time
in the classroom, or temporal integration, is not enough. Instructional and
socfal integration are also essential components of mainstreaming. Group learn-
ing centers, as utilized in this study, can contribute to both the intellectual
and socfal growth of students. \

It 1s not to be implied that group learning centers should be used to the exclu- -

sfon of other teaching/learning strategies in mainstreamed classrooms. Using

. the group learning center strategy only once, as an intervention, will not result

in lasting social status gains for disabled students (Rucker and Vincenzo, 1970).
- Therefore, it s recommended that group learningl centers be used intermittently
_wthrqunbnui_thg_xggn_gg_ggigfgggg_gngh;ggial,statyg qains for. disabled students.
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